ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
The literature shows that individuals are psychological beings and their level motivation influence their behavior whether be it positively or negatively (Kanten, 2014: 13) . Mc Gregor puts forward that, individuals, in general, approach their jobs in two distinct and different manners. One of them is the negative view of the human beings and state that people are lazy in nature and they do not like working, and inclined to what is called soldiering. Soldiering occurs due to two factors. The first factor is the natural laziness which is caused by natural instincts. In this case individuals may tend to engage in cutting corners and neglecting. On the other hand, the second factor is more systematic and complex. According to this view people tend work less deliberately and they are prone to slowing down.
Systematic soldiering is a perilous situation both from the viewpoint of employees and employers or managers. Hence, most management systems attempt to increase employees' level of interest in their jobs (Akın, 2013: 21) .
The purpose of this study is to put forth whether personnel in tourism sector is systematically soldiering, and if yes what causes are there behind their soldiering behavior and the cost of soldiering.
The study also explores and analyzes the implications of systematic soldiering for the loyalty of commitment of individuals towards their organizations.
SOLDIERING AND SYSTEMATIC SOLDIERING
Soldiering means avoidance from working. Especially, people are more inclined to make less effort when they are soldiering (Kanten, 2014: 13) . Why are people refraining from working or soldiering? The reason for that is people think they safeguard their interests by soldiering and going slow (Akın, 2013: 21) .
Taylor, in his work 'The Principles of the Scientific Management' claims soldiering emerges due to two reasons. The first of these is the natural laziness that is caused by natural instincts. The second one is systematic soldiering that is the result of systematic thinking. The reason for this is the relation of people with others (Akın, 2013: 24) .
Systematic soldiering arises when people work in groups and is seen as an attempt of employees to hide themselves (Doğan, 2012: 56) . In a similar definition, it is expressed as a decrease in employee's effort as compared to other employees performing the same job (Thompson and Thornton, 2007: 159; Ying et al, 2014: 165; Luao et al., 2013: 456; Latane et al., 1979: 823; Doğan, 2012: 57) .
Soldiering also occurs in the form of individual effort which is less when working in groups (Thompson and Thornton, 2007: 159; Ilgın, 2013: 241; Kanten, 2014: 13) . As a result, other people working in the same group and performing a better job would decrease their performance gradually.
Naturally, when an energetic employee works with a lazy one, the former would question that the latter receives the same amount despite his/her less effort. Thus, the latter would decrease his/her performance (Akın, 2013: 24) .
People are lazy by nature. However, the greatest danger faced by both employees and managers is systematic soldiering. It is seen in almost all management systems as a result of workers' analysis to improve their interests (Akın, 2013: 25) . In organizations, systematic soldiering can increase as a result of examination of those who are refraining from working. Therefore, it is put forth systematic soldiering declines organizational performance (Kanten, 2014: 14) by spread of soldiering (Luao et al, 2013: 456; George, 2013: 240) .
A large part of the systematic soldiering is run by workers who aimed at leaving their employers uninformed about the ways in which work is done in a faster manner. Soldering done for that purpose is extremely common. (Akın, 2013: 25) . In particular, social soldiering is affected by the idea of workers that their efforts would not be recognized by their managers, their attempts would be neglected and other members of the group would fill the gap. Moreover, the size of the group, the difficulty as well as the importance of the duty is influential in social soldiering behavior (Kanten, 2014: 15) .
Those who are soldiering cause high costs to the businesses. In a study carried by Greenber in 2005, it is found that a worker whose annual earning is 40.000 dollars causes 5.000 dollars loss by soldiering an hour in his/her working hours. In the same way, a research of Websense.com conducted in 2006 in America demonstrates an American worker leads a high costs by soldiering in 24% of his/her working hours (Enver et al., 2012: 23) .
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
Manpower is the most strategic factor in increasing the efficiency and the level of development in organizations (Koc, 2010; Alavi, Mojtahedzadeh, Amin and Savoji, 2013: 815; Koc, et al., 2014) .
Organizations that take into account that power and turn it to advantage take the lead in the race.
Those manage to survive in a competitive world are the organizations that have qualified and affiliated employees (Koc, 2003; Koc, 2009 ).
As a concept and perception, commitment exists with emotional instinct as an emotional expression of this social instinct. It expresses loyalty of slave to his/her master, of civil servant to his/her job, of soldier to his homeland (Tengilimoğlu and Mansur, 2009: 71-72) . Commitment stated as a psychological concept by many researchers varies from one study to another, in terms of scope and definition (Koc, 2000; Luo, Song, Marnburg and Øgaard, 2014: 22) . Commitment between the two agents is not just a static event; it is a dynamic process that can change the situation at that time (Sultan, Bentahar, Wan, and Al-Saqqar, 2014: 6291) .
When the issue is to maintain communication among various groups, group cohesion has become a crucial approach for more than ten years (Sultan, K., Bentahar, J., Wan, W. and Al-Saqqar, F., 2014: 6291). Group cohesion creates a suitable environment for group members to act together. It helps group members get away from pursuing their self-interest and behave in a way that in favour of group members.
Organizational survival depends on employees' continuation to work. The more commitment is held by employees, the more strong organization there is (Bayram, 2005: 125) . Organizational commitment has become a vital concept for organizations due to five reasons. This concept is highly related with, first, quitting, absenteeism and job search activities, second, attitudinal, emotional, and cognitive structures such as job satisfaction, morale and performance, third, features of worker's job and role as autonomy, responsibility, participation, sense of duty, fourth, personal characteristics such as age, sex, length of service and education, and last, awareness of organizational commitment estimators (Balay, 2000: 1) .
Organizational commitment is one of the widely studied areas in the organizational science literature (Ng and Feldman, 2011: 529) . It has become a central topic in scientific research for long years (Morrow, 2011: 19) . Organizational commitment emphasizes on staff commitment to the organizations (Bahrami et al., 2015: 2) . It is one of the strongest predictors of employee success for a better performance. At the same time, it can increase creativity in organizations (Mahdi, Mohd and Almsafir, 2014: 1077) .
Organizational commitment is an important concept in terms of employee productivity and intention of leave. Organizational commitment is described by Mowday et al. (1979) as the "relative strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization." (Jung and Yoon, 2016: 61) . In general, this concept expresses worker's psychological commitment to the organization with participation in work, loyalty and belief in organizational values (Tengilimoğlu and Mansur, 2009: 72) . Organizational commitment includes normative pressures made for employees to work for organizational purposes, psychological interest towards the organization and the psychological expressions pushing the individual to stay in the organization (Akbolat, Işık and Karadağ, 2010: 44) . Organizational commitment also is defined as organizational targets and the power of individual's identity (Permarupan, Saufi, Kasim and Balakrishnan, 2013: 92) . According to another definition, organizational commitment is correlated with employee acceptance of organizational targets and his/her loyalty to the organization (Yeh, 2014: 94) . Meyer and Allen (1991) states as a multi-dimensional term, organizational affiliation is the implementation of decisions related to quitting the job or continuing to work. According to Meyer and Allen (1991) , it encompasses three components: Affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative commitment. Affective commitment means more than passive obedience of workers to organizational purposes and leads an active bond by persuading worker to improve organization's current position (Gürbüz, 2006: 59) . In other words, emotional commitment means worker affiliation to the organization by heart, worker identification with the organization, adoption of organizational purposes wholeheartedly and being proud of the organization (Öğüt and Kaplan, 2011: 192) . Continuance commitment, on the other hand, cares about the cost of employee leave and is defined as continuation of work as a result of necessity.
Otherwise, it would have negative impacts on the organization (Boylu, 2007: 58) . This commitment type can also be stated as a worker motivation due to the necessity of remaining in the organization (Casper, Harris, Taylor-Bianco and Wayne, 2011: 643) . Normative commitment contains beliefs that are internalized by the individual and are consistent with organizational policies (Durna and Eren, 2005: 211) . It refers to remaining in the organization because of the individual feeling that there are rules are the organizations to be obeyed (Shagholi, Zabihi, Atefi and Moayedi, 2011: 247 ). An individual who has high normative commitment feels that it is compulsory to stay at that position due to legal regulations (Stan, 2013: 673) 
RESEARCH APPLICATION

Methodology
In this study that examines the relation between systematic soldiering and organizational commitment, survey technique was used for data collection. For that purpose, literature review was done and a survey questions were prepared accordingly. With convenience sampling, the survey was conducted with business employees in the tourism sector. There were 101 employees that fit into the definition. Face to face interviews were made with those people. Analysis was made by using SPSS 20.0 program. As a result of the analysis, the reliability of the scale (Cronbach's Alpha) was found as, 734.
Results
As a result of the analysis, under the lights of questions in the survey, data of employees in the tourism sector was prepared. This data is shown in the tables below. In Table 3 , results of Correlation analysis made to measure the relationship between systematic soldiering and organizational commitment are shown. According to the results, there is no relationship between variables of organizational commitment and systematic soldiering at p<0,01 significance level. A positive correlation (r=0.427) exists between systematic soldiering and affective commitment. On the other hand, an imperfect negative correlation (r=0.308) between systematic soldiering and continuation commitment is observed. Furthermore, there is no significant correlation between systematic soldiering and normative commitment. In Table 4 In the Anova test results (Table 5) , it is found out commitment of employees working at 2-star hotels are lower than the ones working at 3,4 and 5-star hotels. This situation is attributed to organizational culture, institutionalization of the businesses and regulations in working hours with respect to the increase in their stars. As the number of stars in the hotels increase, controls are done more often and this leads to decrease in systematic soldiering. Another result of Anova test (Table 6 ) is that workers whose earning is between 1500 and 2000 TL are more affiliated to their organizations and those who earn 2500-3000 TL are most likely to be soldiering. Although the normal expectation was employees feel more affiliated to their organization and they do not soldier as their wages increase, this was not the case in this study. The reason behind this is there are other variables affecting organizational commitment and systematic soldiering other than earning level. Anova test results (Table 7 ) state when workers work between 8.00 and 17.00 have the highest level of loyalty to the organization, while soldiering is common among the same group of people. In general, working hours are between 8.00 a.m. and 5 p.m. Workload is mostly between these mentioned hours and working hours besides them may not be too busy.
Hence, it might be normal to have no need for soldiering.
CONCLUSION
In the current study, correlation, Anova and factor analysis model were used for measuring the relation between systematic soldiering and organizational commitment. In the results, in general there is no correlation between systematic soldiering and organizational commitment.
According to the research, systematic soldiering and affective commitment are positively correlated. In this case, as affective commitment increases, so does systematic soldiering. Moreover, there is positive but low correlation between systematic soldiering and normative commitment. The more affective commitment exists among workers, the more they are soldiering.
Anova tests put forth commitment is lower among those who are working at 2-star hotels as compared to the ones working at hotels with 3, 4 and 5 stars. Employees whose working hours are 8.00-17.00 fell more committed to their organizations. However, soldiering is common among the same people, at the same time. Participants whose wage is 1500-2000 TL are more affiliated to their organization and those whose wage falls into the interval 2500-3000 TL are the ones who are most soldiering.
As seen in the tables, employees in the tourism sector are soldiering but it is neither significant nor systematic. At the same time there is no detected correlation between systematic soldiering and organizational commitment.
